




































Demange	 and	Laroque,	 1999)	 and	potentially	 affects	 returns	 of	 capital	 (Abel,	 2001;	Krueger	 and	































systematic	 evidence	 regarding	a	 generational	divide	 in	 the	attitudes	expressed	 in	public	 referen‐
dums.	The	existing	empirical	analyses	of	direct	votes	do	not	normally	focus	on	age‐related	effects;	
where	age	is	considered	a	determinant	of	the	voting	decision,	it	is	typically	viewed	as	a	potentially	






























































































berg).	 In	 order	 to	 increase	 capacity	 and	 reduce	 travel	 time	 on	 the	 HSR,	 the	 redevelopment	 of	

























































































9		 The	 transport	 appraisal	 for	 planned	 local	 transportation	measures	 revealed	 a	 benefit‐cost	 ratio	 of	 2.95	
(Verkehrswissenschaftliches	Institut	Stuttgart	and	Intraplan	Consult,	2006).	
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accessibility	 upgrade	 and	 the	 localized	 disruptions	 during	 the	 construction	 period.	 Outside	 the	
Stuttgart	region,	the	financial	burden	on	municipalities	and	citizens	associated	with	the	project	does	
not	vary	within	Baden‐Württemberg.	We	experiment	with	different	measures,	described	in	more	de‐









political	 environments	 (Krosnick	 and	 Alwin,	 1989).	 The	 standard	 problem	 in	 the	 cross‐sectional	
analysis	of	age	effects	in	referendums	is	that	the	effects	of	age	and	birth	year	cannot	be	separately	
identified.	Assume	that	there	is	a	structural	version	of	(1)	in	which	the	effect	of	age	and	birth	year	 	
on	 the	 voting	 outcome	 are	 described	 by	 the	 additive	 terms	 	 and	 .	 Since	 ,	




































ment	 in	1950,	1961,	1970,	and	1987	(the	 last	employment	censuses	 in	Germany	before	2011)	as	
instruments	 for	average	age	in	2011.	The	intuition	is	that	 locations	with,	at	some	point	 in	time,	a	






















































































































the	 largest	 cities	 in	 the	 state,	 such	 as	 Freiburg,	 Heidelberg,	 Karlsruhe,	 and	 Mannheim,	 opposed	
Stuttgart	21.	To	some	extent,	 this	result	can	be	rationalized	by	their	relatively	 long	distance	from	

















































































































































































grouped	data,	 typically	at	 the	 level	of	voting	precincts,	and	post‐referendum	surveys	 that	 inquire	

























































































































































flicts	 exist	 where	 the	 expected	 net	 present	 value	 of	 reform	 projects	 differs	 particularly	 strongly	
across	generations.		
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Variable  Description  Mean S.D.  Min. Max.
Dependent variables 
Yes  Yes votes in Stuttgart 21 referendum (%) 36.85  9.76  4.90 66.45
Turnout  Voter turnout in Stuttgart 21 referendum (%) 48.81  8.87  25.74 80.51
Age variables 
Average age  Average age of adult population (years)  50.12  1.41  44.10 59.25
Age > 65  Share of adult population aged above 65 23.12  3.11  13.84 44.36
Spatial variables 
Distance to Stuttgart  Distance to central Stuttgart (km) 74.64  37.44  0.00 175.12
Delta travel time  Average change in commuting time (minutes) ‐0.92  2.17  ‐24.71 8.70
Parsimonious controls   
Degree share  Share of workforce holding an academic degree (%) 12.07  3.35  4.72 34.14
Income  Total taxable income / population (1000 €) 17.29  2.44  11.33 34.07
Density  Population density (100 people per km²) 3.14  3.28  0.18 28.26
Preferred controls (additional variables) 
Male  Share of male at adult population (%) 49.09  1.34  34.00 59.21
Unemployment  Registered unemployed / workforce (15 ≤ age < 65) (%) 2.49  0.83  0.53 6.43
Homeowner  Share of owner‐occupied dwellings (%) 64.17  9.33  26.61 91.78
Car ownership  Private cars per capita (x100) 54.46  4.51  0.34 70.07
Secondary sector 2011  Share of secondary sector of employment in 2011 33.12  7.86  13.06 50.40
Tertiary sector 2011  Share of tertiary sector of employment in 2011 65.52  8.33  48.80 86.94
Demanding controls (additional variables) 
Baden  Dummy for location in Baden region (0,1) 0.46  0.50  0 1
Conservatives  Share of conservative party votes (%) 37.41  6.09  21.47 66.96













































































































































































































































































R²  0.187  0.443 0.528 0.751 0.543  0.655

































































Controls  Preferred  Preferred Preferred Preferred Preferred  Preferred
S21 distance bins  ‐  ‐ ‐ ‐ Yes  ‐
R²  0.660  0.542 0.562 0.429 0.556  0.513




























































Covariates set  Preferred  Preferred Preferred Preferred Preferred  Preferred








Turnout 2009 IV  ‐  ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐  Yes
CDF F Stat  34.581  37.718 7.225 7.589 16.936  16.327
Hansen J P‐value  0.737  0.008 0.28 0.214 0.243  0.213
N  1101  1101 1101 1101 1101  1101
Notes: Unit	of	observation	 is	municipalities.	 Industry	shares	are	 the	2011	shares	of	 the	secondary	and	 the	 tertiary	











#  Year  Author  Publication N Analysis Topic Country
1  1977  Rubinfeld  REStata  2 Survey School spending  US 
2  1979  Fischel  JEEMb  1 Survey New plant US 
3  1982  Noam   Public choice 12 Referendum Various Switzerland
4  1983  Ladd & Wilson  JPAMc  1 Survey School spending  US 
5  1983  Pelinka  Electoral Studies 1 Survey Nuclear energy  Austria
6  1988  Feigenbaum et al. Public Choice 1 Referendum Nuclear weapons  US 
7  1992  Button  SSQd  6 Referendum School spending  US 
8  1997  Agostini et al.  Book chapter 2 Referendum Sports facility  US 
9  2000  Schulze & Ursprung  Public Choice 1 Referendum Culture Switzerland
10  2003  Balsdon et al.  JUEe  1 Referendum School spending  US 
11  2004  Brunner & Balsdon  JUEe  1 Survey School Spending  US 
12  2004  Thalmann  Public Choice 3 Survey Green energy  Sweden
13  2005  Hobolt  JEPOPf  8 Survey EU integration  DK, IE, NOn
14  2005  Rushton   PBFg  1 Referendum Culture US 
15  2006  Coates & Humphreys  JUEe  3 Referendum Sports US 
16  2006  Kotchen & Powers JEEMb  3 Referendum Open space  US 
17  2007  Dehring et al.  Working paper 3 Referendum Transport US 
18  2008  Bornstein & Lanz EEh  3 Referendum Green energy  Switzerland
19  2008  Dehring et al.  JUEe  1 Referendum Sports facility  US 
20  2009  Ahlfeldt & Maennig  Working paper 3 Referendum EU integration  DK, Swedenn
21  2010  Banzhaf et al.  JPAMc  1 Referendum Land conservation  US 
22  2010  Brunner & Ross  JPubEi  1 Referendum School spending  US 
23  2010  Harsman & Quigley  JPAMc  1 Referendum Road pricing  Sweden
24  2010  Wu & Cutter  EEh  10 Referendum Various US 
25  2011  Ahlfeldt  RSUEj  1 Referendum Urban development   Germany
26  2011  Ahlfeldt & Maennig  UARk  1 Referendum Sports facility  Germany
27  2012  Heintzelman et al. Working paper 1 Referendum Growth boundaries  US 
28  2013  Wagschal  Book chapter 1 Referendum Transport Germany
29  2014  Hersch & Pelkowski  AELl  3 Referendum Fluoridated water  US 
30  2015  Ahlfeldt & Maennig  JUEe  1 Referendum Transport Germany
31  2015  Coates & Wicker Working paper 1 Referendum Sports US 
32  2015  Horn et al.  CEPm  3 Referendum Sports facility  US 



















Health services  8  Higher priority to health expenditures and mitigation of (elderly) health risk
Infrastructurec  4  Lower priority to large public investments in durable capital stock 




























































































































































































































































Country effects  ‐  ‐  Yes ‐ ‐ ‐  ‐ 
Weighted  ‐  ‐  ‐ Yes ‐ ‐  ‐ 
Sample  All All  All All Unamb. All  All
N  112.0  112  112 112 66 112  112







































After	the	construction	works	on	Stuttgart	21,	 the	official	 title	of	 the	project,	started	 in	February	
2010,	protests	against	the	project	steadily	increased,	even	reaching	the	traditionally	non‐agitated	
milieus.	The	protests	achieved	wide	coverage	in	German	mass	media	which	reported	the	opposition	



































































While	 the	development	of	 a	new	urban	district	promises	 the	delivery	of	housing	 for	more	 than	
10,000	residents,	 this	will	hardly	be	enough	 to	sustainably	curb	rents	and	prices	 in	a	 large	and	
growing	city	like	Stuttgart.	There	is	anecdotal	evidence	reporting	that	the	price	growth	in	Stuttgart	
is	matched	by	surrounding	municipalities	like	Ludwigsburg	(Höhn	&	Obergassner,	2018).	In	this	































where	 	 is	a	spatial	weight	 in	bilateral	commuting	probabilities,	with	 the	share	of	commuters	
commuting	from	municipalities	i	to	j	being	 /∑ ;	 	is	a	commuting	decay	parameter;	and	 	
is	the	distance	between	i	and	j.	Our	estimate	of	 0.064	is	obtained	from	fitting	a	negative	expo‐
nential	distance	function	into	the	cumulative	density	function	of	observable	commuting	distances.	

































































































form	coefficient	 ,	 so	 an	unbiased	 estimate	 implies	 that	 .	 Let	 us	 assume	 that	 0,	
0, and	 0.	Omitting	a	suitable	control	for	 	will	result	in	 ,	i.e.	an	upward	bias	due	to	an	










































(1)  Distance Stuttgart (km)  0.061** 0.03 0.0037  1101
(2)  Male (%)  ‐0.373*** 0.028 0.139  1101
(3)  Per capita income (EUR)  ‐0.039 0.03 0.00154  1101
(4)  Unemployment rate (%)  0.185*** 0.03 0.0341  1101
(5)  Homeownership rate (%)  ‐0.157*** 0.03 0.0247  1101
(6)  Degree share (%) 0.015 0.03 0.000227  1101
(7)  Pop. density (100 residents/km2) 0.026 0.03 0.000701  1101
(8)  Registered cars per adult population (x100) ‐0.068*** 0.030 0.0457  1101
(9)  Baden (0,1)  0.206*** 0.03 0.0426  1101
(11)  Share conservative party votes (%) ‐0.140*** 0.03 0.0197  1101
(12)  Share green party votes (%)  0.042 0.03 0.00179  1101
(13)  Share secondary sector 2011 (%) ‐0.072** 0.03 0.00515  1101














































































































































































































































R²  0.710  0.565 0.751 0.326 0.415  0.389































































































































































































































S21 distance bins  ‐ ‐  Yes ‐ Yes  ‐ 
R²  0.364  0.459 0.639 0.359 0.722  0.550











































































































































































































S21 distance bins  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐ Yes   
R²  0.660  0.542 0.562 0.429 0.556  0.513




















































































































S21 distance bins  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐ Yes   
R2  0.613  0.475 0.505 0.262 0.485  0.422






the	year	of	the	referendum,	except	political	party	shares,	which	stem	from	the	2009	federal	elections. * p < 











































































































































































































































S21 distance bins  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐ Yes   
R²  0.812  0.750 0.776 0.712 0.753  0.746






the	year	of	the	referendum,	except	political	party	shares,	which	stem	from	the	2009	federal	elections. * p < 

















































































Distance cut‐off (km)  5 15  30 50 100  250 
Controls  Preferred  Preferred Preferred Preferred Preferred  Preferred
R2  0.528  0.528 0.528 0.528 0.528  0.528








































































































































Cragg‐Donald F stat.  52.513  48.148  10.532  9.137  19.692  20.052 
Hansen J statistic  0.552  0.021  0.288  0.161  0.216  0.135 



































































Covariates set  Demanding  Demanding  Demanding  Demanding  Demanding  Demanding 








Cragg‐Donald F stat.  34.002  34.234  5.622  6.123  15.913  14.446 
Hansen J statistic  0.639  0.035  0.656  0.307  0.192  0.169 
N  1101  1101  1101  1101  1101  1101 
Notes:		 The	estimation	method	is	2SLS	in	all	models.	Unit	of	observation	is	municipalities.	Industry	shares,	and	war	
destruction	in	rural	areas	measured	at	the	county	level.	Controls include income, degree share, population 
density, share of male voters, unemployment rate, homeownership rate, number of registered cars per 








































Base year  1961  1970 1987 1961‐1987
Period effects  ‐  ‐ ‐ Yes 
N  1101  1101 1101 3303 
R2  0.105  0.0391 0.0273 0.756 
Notes: Unit	of	observation	 is	municipality	 in	 (1)‐(3)	and	municipality‐year	 in	 (4).	Base	year	1961	/	1970	/	1987	









in	 log	population.	By	period,	 the	 results	 are	more	differentiated.	During	 the	 1950‐1961	period,	




























































Base year  1950  1961 1970 1987 1950‐1987
Period effects  ‐  ‐ ‐ ‐ Yes 
N  1101  1101 1101 1101 4404 
R2  0.201  0.103 0.0355 0.0246  0.242 
Notes: Unit	of	observation	is	municipality	in	(1)‐(4)	and	municipality‐year	in	(5).	Base	year	1950	/	1961	/	1970	/	
1987	refers	to	1950‐1961	/	1961‐1970	/	1970‐1987	/	1987‐2011	period.	Yearly	change	is	the	log	difference	












the	 instruments	 no	 longer	 have	 a	 direct	 effect	 on	 the	 outcome	 of	 interest	 today	 (opposition	 to	
Stuttgart	21).	Thus,	the	effect	on	the	outcome	is	a	legacy	effect	that	operates	through	the	impact	on	


























1950  0.302  0.154  0.566  0.231  0.162  0.101 
1961  0.198  0.047  0.237  0.076  0.100  0.109 
1970  0.215  0.051  0.226  0.102  0.052  0.054 
1987  0.138  0.053  0.140  0.112  0.032  0.047 
2011  0.051  0.048  0.127  0.129  ‐  ‐ 

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Instrumental variables  ‐  ‐  ‐  All  All  All 
R²  0.452  0.563  0.76  0.417  0.542  0.755 


























































































































Preferred Demanding Preferred  Demanding
R2  0.235  0.443 0.528 0.755 0.614  0.562






























































Preferred Demanding Preferred  Demanding
R2  0.142  0.264 0.497 0.743 0.563  0.674






















































  (1)  (2)  (3) (4) (5) (6) 
  Opposition  Opposition  Opposition Opposition Opposition  Opposition













Controls  Parsimonious Parsimonious Preferred Preferred Demanding  Demanding
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#  ID  Year  Author  Category  Referendum  Age variablea  Attitudeb  Note 























































































































#  ID  Year  Author  Category  Referendum  Age variablea  Attitudeb  Note 















































Share >55  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 





Share >55  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 





Share >55  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 





Share >55  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 


























































Dummy >55  Opposition Individualistic Status quo   
30  12  2004  Thalmann   Energy 
Green tax reform, Switzer‐
land, 2000 




31  12  2004  Thalmann  Energy 
Energy conservation package, 
Switzerland, 2000 
Dummy >60  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 
32  12  2004  Thalmann  Energy 
Solar initiative, Switzerland, 
2000 
Dummy >60  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 








































































Share >65  Opposition Individualistic Status quo   
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Share >65  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 


































Share >60  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 







55  20  2009  Ahlfeldt et al.  Integration  EMU, Sweden 2003  Average age  Opposition Individualistic Status quo   
56  20  2009  Ahlfeldt et al.  Integration 
EU membership, Sweden, 
1994 
Average age  Opposition Individualistic Status quo   
57  20  2009  Ahlfeldt et al.  Integration  EMU, Denmark, 2000  Average age  Opposition Individualistic Status quo   
















































Share >65  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 






Share >65  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 












Share >65  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 




Share >65  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 




Share >65  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 
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#  ID  Year  Author  Category  Referendum  Age variablea  Attitudeb  Note 




Share >65  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 
69  24  2010  Wu & Cutter  Infrastructure 
Bonds for county jails (Propo‐
sition 205), California, 1996 
Share >65  Support  Collectivistic  Change 





Share >65  Opposition Individualistic Status quo 





























Share >65  Support  Individualistic Status quo   
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#  ID  Year  Author  Category  Referendum  Age variablea  Attitudeb  Note 
80  32  2015  Horn et al.  Sports facility 
Seahawk Stadium (subsi‐
dized), Washington 1997 
Share >65  Support  Collectivistic  Change   







Share >65  Opposition Individualistic Status quo   



































































Age  Opposition Collectivistic  Change   
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“Share	 ≶	 X”	 is	 the	 share	 of	 residents	 above	 or	 below	 a	 certain	 age	 within	 a	 geographic	 entity,	 typically	 a	 voting	 precinct.	













































































































































































































































































































Weighted  ‐  ‐  Yes ‐ ‐ Yes  ‐
Sample  US  EU Unamb. Unamb. Unamb.  All  All
N  45  67  66 66 66 112  112
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